2 -Occasional fights not amounting to habitual violence 3 -Definite pattern of fights and repeated violence 4 -Very frequent violence (more than one fight per week) Destructiveness Scale O -Non violent 1 -Mild damage to a person, superficial bruising, small cuts 2-Marked damage to a person, use of weapons (including boots), deep cuts, loss ofconsciousness 3 -Threat to health, hospitalization of victim, broken limbs, deep wounds exposing vital organs 4 -Damage seriously endangering life or actual homicide, unless this was substantially accidental Using these scales, the level of agreement between the raters immediately fell further and complete initial agreement was only obtained for 37 % on the frequency scale and 47 % on the destructiveness scale. Discussions between raters resolved most of the difficulties, but clearly opinions varied to a degree which would invalidate the usefulness of such scales. The borstal subjects were rated on all three of the scales I have indicated and we found that, in spite of Megargee's hypothesis, the frequency and destructiveness scales were positively correlated (R=0.61) showing that we were rating offenders who had been frequently violent as highly destructive.
Three main points seem to me to stand out: (1) Even in a very violent person, violence only occurs rarely. (2) Violence is not a homogeneous human activity and it can be divided into all sorts of sub-categories such as legal, sanctioned, rational, &c. A murder of a wife's lover, an armed robbery, a boxing match, are all violent activities yet in some ways their differences are greater than their similarities and it is probably not sensible to consider them together. (3) Behaviour is a result of an interaction between the individual and his environmentan obvious truism, sometimes forgotten, which implies that some men may be violent under certain conditions, and that some conditions may be so stressful as to invoke violence in most people.
I believe that we should much more frequently describe violent events in their social context, for example: subject A is only violent when under instructions from a dominant partner; while subject B is only violent when drunk, and further, he is only violent in drinking situations if his masculinity is threatened. Subject C has never committed an overt violent act himself, but is dangerous with others who are prepared to be violent and to be directed.
Conclusion
Violence is very much a part of ordinary social and political conflict. It is my view that it is no part of a doctor's business to become a social control agency, a weapon for one set of political beliefs against another. Therefore the first part of a clinical evaluation for the treatment of violence should, in my estimation, be whether the violence or hostility displayed by a particular patient is dependent upon pathology or not. It is not an easy question and it should not be answered by doctors or law agencies alone. It should always be evaluated in terms of the patient's own wishes, free as far as possible from penal pressures, and in terms of the opinions of those relatives and friends whom the patient regards as serving his best interests. Furthermore, as I have suggested, a particular type of violence under scrutiny should be described in its social and environmental setting. In this way possibilities for evaluation and measurement of each particular case can be amply established. Acknowledgments: I am grateful to Professor T C N Gibbens Violence on television is a subject which arouses emotional reactions. I would suggest that there are three major reasons for this. Firstly, it is an intrusion into our homes: many of us find it difficult to turn the television off! Secondly, it is a useful scape-goat for our own inadequacies. Thirdly, few of us understand the effects of television, and so it arouses fear. We are afraid of its influence over our minds, e.g. subliminal advertising, and hence we feel hositility towards it. 'Present address: Department of Social Sciences, University of Technology, Loughborough One of the more recent arguments indicating the effects of televised aggression on children's aggressive behaviour was presented by Liebert & Baron (1971) . They suggested that the issue of television's effects on children fitted a general social learning paradigm, in which three major issues were relevant: children needed to be exposed to aggressive actions and exemplars on television; children can learn, remember, and reproduce the aggressive acts modelled on the television; and televised aggression can influence children's social behaviour.
There is ample evidence indicating that children are exposed to aggressive acts on television. Many researchers, including Bandura & Walters (1963a, 1 963b) , have shown that children can learn, remember and reproduce observed aggressive acts. Patterson et al. (1967) suggest that these experiments make clear that not all children imitate all models all of the time, and indicate that the important question which needs answering is under what conditions will a child copy the behaviour of an aggressive adult or peer. Kniveton & Stephenson (1970) suggest that children with few interests of their own are more susceptible to the film model's example than those children with other interests. In this experiment middle-class children, who had experience with the toys prior to exposure to the film model, imitated the behaviour shown on the film significantly less than those who did not have this experience. We hypothesized that this preexperience had provided the subjects with an opportunity to develop their own interests which 'inoculated' them against the film's influence. In a subsequent experiment (Kniveton & Stephenson 1972) an interaction between social class and pre-experience was observed. Working-class children seemed less able to develop their own interests than did middle-class children. The amount of imitation displayed by working-class children was greater than that shown by middleclass children, except when the amount of preexperience was extended considerably. These findings were supported by the results of a study using a very different technique. The mothers of the children who took part in the experiments were given a questionnaire concerned with their view of the effects of television on their children (Kniveton 1972) . Mothers' reports showed that the social class difference was marked. Middle-class children are more interested in what they watch, and yet copy less of what they see, than working-class children. This latter group imitates not only the behaviour of people, but also tries to be like specific characters significantly more than the middle-class children; the influence of television on their behaviour is therefore greater. The working-class children, some of whom tended to imitate the film in the experi-mental situation more than the middle-class children, also appear to be more influenced in their play at home by what they see on television. This largely confirms the findings of previous experimental studies.
Experimental studies are subject to the criticism that children included as subjects are typically only exposed to one film on one occasion. Kniveton & Stephenson (1973a) demonstrated that the tendency to imitate an aggressive film is a consistent behavioural characteristic. In this experiment children of both middle-class and working-class homes were exposed on two occasions to very different aggressive films. The two play experiences took place in different laboratories with an interval between sessions of at least four months. There was a highly significant positive correlation between imitative response to the two films. It was also shown that increases in aggression occurred consistently over and above the initial tendency to behave in that way. The extent of this vulnerability requires investigation.
Little has been done to outline the characteristics of a vulnerable child, but some indications are available. Crutchfield (1955) outlined types of people who were unlikely to conform to group pressure: for example, highly creative individuals were less likely to conform than less creative individuals. Rosenbaum & de Charms (1960) showed that subjects with less self-esteem were more easily conditioned and more prone to imitate behaviour, and Lanzetta & Kanareff (1959) showed 'incompetents' to be more prone to imitate models. Binet (1900) reported that the younger the child, the more susceptible he is to suggestion, because of his relatively limited experience and thus reduced scepticism. Findings reported earlier in this paper indicate that vulnerable children tend to be those with few interests of their own (Kniveton & Stephenson 1970) , and those with working-class rather than middle-class parents (Kniveton & Stephenson 1972) .
Evidence which supports the view that aggression shown on television can influence children's social behaviour is suspect. Liebert & Baron (1971) mention two types of study which purport to illustrate the relationship between television violence and aggressive social behaviour. Firstly, they cite correlational material which shows a reliable association between exposure to aggression on television, and various measures of aggression among children and adolescents, but even they add the rider that these studies do not show causation. Pfuhl (1970) suggests that delinquents will be only too eager to deflect blame from themselves on to the shoulders of the film producers. Secondly, Liebert & Baron quote experimental evidence, which fails to explain the problem of aggressive behaviour in an inter-1137 personal situation. In some experiments children are exposed to aggressive films and then asked which of various alternate behaviours they would exercise against another child. What the child says he would do is not necessarily related to what he actually would do in an interpersonal situation. In other experiments, after exposure to an aggressive film, the child takes part in a task where he can administer punishment, in the form of an electric shock, to another child in a separate room. Once again this is not a face to face situation, and whether a child can conceive the effects of his actions on his supposed victim is questionable.
These studies do little more than imply the effect ofviolence on television on social behaviour, and do not take into account the social and moral constraints which can operate in an actual interpersonal situation. Kniveton & Stephenson (1973b) report that children playing in pairs in a frustrating situation, where only one child at a time could play with a toy, did not aggress violently after seeing a film of children fighting over the use of a toy. Fighting behaviour was rarely observed in the forty-eight pairs ofchildren, although more socially acceptable competitive behaviour, such as verbal demands and sabotage, were practised. It would appear that social constraints against violence are a powerful antidote to the influence of violence on film. The only positive evidence which demonstrates the effect of exposure to aggressive films on interpersonal behaviour comes from a few naturalistic observations on groups of children in a play situation, where there is a correlation between exposure to and performance of aggression. Conclusion Children are exposed to aggressive behaviour on television, but not all children learn and reproduce what they see. Some children are more vulnerable than others. Much of the evidence which purports to show that this exposure and learning influences social behaviour is extremely suspect, as a normal social interaction is rarely included. The finding (Kniveton & Stephenson 1970 , 1972 ) that children with less ability to develop their own interests are more likely to be influenced by filmed aggression, supports Pfuhl's (1970) view that any influence television might have is a result of unsatisfied needs in the individual's human interaction, home, and school. Hence there is a relationship between deprivation and delinquency, rather than between the media and delinquency. The F6 Projecta Preliminary Report This paper describes a two-year project using behaviour modification with profoundly retarded residents in a comprehensive children's hospital. The project was described as 'F6' after the ward in which the patients were treated. There is now much evidence for the applicability of behaviour modification techniques to the training and education of the mentally retarded (Gardner 1971 , Kieman 1973 . Whether the behaviour of the severely and profoundly retarded can be modified is not in question. However, one area of central concern is whether such techniques can be used effectively by nurses in ward settings.
Subjects for the project were selected from a group of children in Queen Mary's Hospital who at the inception of the project were not receiving education. They therefore passed their time almost continuously in the ward dayrooms. Their chronological age range was 6-15 years. Mentally all were estimated by a psychologist to be profoundly retarded, with mental ages of between one and two years. The groups were selected by two workers who did not know the children concerned. Assignment to the F6 group or the contrast group was determined by several characteristics including age, sex, diagnosis, level of self-help behaviour, communication and prob-
